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• “Can-do” approach  
 (Bachman 2011) 
• Construct is formulated in terms of task 
performance  
(Colpin and Gysen 2006, Long and Norris 2000)  
• Starting point = functional use  
 
The CNaVT uses a functional, 
task-based approach 
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• Input & Feedback 
 (Douglas 2000, 2001) 
• Boundary Problem 
(Davies 2001)  
• 2009: rating scale concerns raised 
 
Using domain-related tasks has 
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Using domain-related tasks has 
its consequences 
Subject specialists 
Dichotomous  
Least able user 
Getting the message across 
Rating process: fundamental impact on test validity and 
test fairness                                                                   (Weigle 2002; Barkaoui, 2010) 
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• Input & Feedback 
 (Douglas 2000, 2001) 
• Boundary Problem 
(Davies 2001)  
• 2009: rating scale concerns raised 
 
Using domain-related tasks has 
its consequences 
Subject specialists 
Need to verify  
“indigenous” criteria  
(Jacoby & McNamara 1999) 
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We had to have a thorough look 
at the rating scales 
… and pretty much everything else 
• Tasks 
• Criteria  
• Rating process  
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Reexamining the rating process 
Research path 
Subject 
specialist FG 1 
Questionnaire  
Draft 1 
Subject 
specialist FG 2 
Draft 2 
Pilot  
Analysis & 
rewriting 
Follow-up 
study 
Evaluate tasks & establish criteria 
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Reexamining the rating process 
Research path 
Subject 
specialist FG 1 
Questionnaire  
Draft 1 
Subject 
specialist FG 2 
Draft 2 
Pilot  
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study 
Iterative & dialogical process, influenced by CEFR & subject specialists 
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Reexamining the rating process 
Research path 
Subject 
specialist FG 1 
Questionnaire  
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Feedback on rating scale representativeness, usability and validity 
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Reexamining the rating process 
Research path 
Subject 
specialist FG 1 
Questionnaire  
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Reexamining the rating process 
Research path 
Subject 
specialist FG 1 
Questionnaire  
Draft 1 
Subject 
specialist FG 2 
Draft 2 
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Analysis & 
rewriting 
Follow-up 
study 
Rewriting, based on analysis and on rater input 
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Choosing a rating scale 
Holistic 
Analytic 
Measurement 
driven 
Performance 
driven 
‘scales are inevitably of 
somewhat limited validity, 
because of their inability 
to describe texts 
adequately’ 
 
Lumley (2002: 268) 
(Fulcher 2003, 2010) 
(Alderson 1995, Weigle 2002,  
Knoch 2009, Barkaoui 2011) 
CNaVT 
Rating concerns 
Research path 
Scale design 
Quantitative 
Qualitative 
Conclusions 
Challenges 
 
Choosing a rating scale 
Holistic 
Analytic 
Measurement 
driven 
Performance 
driven 
(Fulcher 2003, 2010) 
(Alderson 1995, Weigle 2002,  
Knoch 2009, Barkaoui 2011) 
L2 Feedback 
Novice rater reliability 
Draws attention to scales  
CEFR  
Crucial point of reference even though the 
CEFR ‘was not designed specifically for test 
specifications and language testing contexts’ 
(North 2004 in Papageorgiou 2010: 273) 
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Two rating scales compared: 
Dichotomous 
Focus: getting the message across 
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Two rating scales compared: 
Polytomous 
Focus: getting the message across adequately 
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Still, it isn’t the scale but the 
rater who decides 
The rater CNaVT 
Rating concerns 
Research path 
Scale design 
Quantitative 
Qualitative 
Conclusions 
Challenges 
 
• Interprets the scale 
• Is influenced by the linguistic 
complexity of the descriptors 
(Alderson 1995, Shaw 2002, Fulcher 2010) 
 
Focus on scale use 
The research design involves  
four paired novice raters 
Rater A/B 
Performance 1-125 
Polytomous 
↓ 
Dichotomous 
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The research design involves  
four paired novice raters 
Rater A/B 
Performance 1-125 
Rater C/D 
Performance 126-250 
Polytomous Dichotomous 
↓ ↓ 
Dichotomous Polytomous 
“Decision booklet” 
(Knoch 2007) 
2-day training /rating scale 
(Shohamy 1992, Weigle 1994, Lumley 2002) 
 
 Clustered in 25 tasks 
 Preselected: 
 Linguistic ability 
 Geographical dispersion 
 L1 
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Irrespective of rating sequence, the 
dichotomous scale is more reliable  
Robustness of correlations is linked to number of 
options  
 
‘Unweighted kappa coefficients decrease with the 
number of categories’  
(Brenner and Kliebst 1996: 199)  
 
Impressionistic descriptors result in lower inter‐rater 
reliability 
(Knoch 2008: 61) 
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Results of the qualitative 
research (1) 
Focus group 1 
Dichotomous Polytomous 
Subjective duration of rating   
General preference   
Preference for assessing 
writing 
  
Preference for assessing 
speaking 
 
 
 
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Results of the qualitative 
research (1) 
Focus group 1 
Dichotomous Polytomous 
Easy to memorise In line with intuition 
Induces conficence Too much doubt 
Superficial  Complicated 
Too crude Too vague 
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Follow-up study 
Rewriting the scale together with the raters 
Concrete insertion 
 
  The argumentation is convincing, clear and logical. 
 All the required information is used in order to build a sound 
argumentation 
 The argumentation is convincing, barring occasional 
logical flaws . 
 The argumentation can easily be followed even though 
content-related inconsistencies or argumentative leaps can 
occur.   
 The argumentation is unconvincing and cannot be 
maintained without the interlocutor’s help. 
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Follow-up study 
Rewriting the scale together with the raters 
Concrete insertion 
“Subjective” insertion 
 
  The presentation’s structure is consistent and perfectly 
aligned with the content. The audience has no problem 
following the presentation. 
… 
 The presentation … Every now and then, the audience 
may lose track of the presentation.  
 … 
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Follow-up study 
Rewriting the scale together with the raters 
Concrete insertion 
“Subjective” insertion 
Clarifying insertion 
 
  The lexical range in this performance can be 
noticeably limited, especially when it comes to 
abstract concepts.  
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Follow-up study 
Rewriting the scale together with the raters 
Concrete insertion 
“Subjective” insertion 
Clarifying insertion 
Discriminating insertion 
 
  The performance frequently shows noticeable and 
disruptive pauses. 
 The performance is largely only partly understandable …  
 … 
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Follow-up study 
Rewriting the scale together with the raters 
Concrete insertion 
“Subjective” insertion 
Clarifying insertion 
Discriminating insertion 
Exemplary addition  
 
  …in complex structures grammatical flaws may occur even 
though common grammatical structures (conjugation, 
inversion, subclause) are mostly correct.  
 The performance shows mastery of basic grammatical 
patterns (simple clauses, main word order) 
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Results of the qualitative 
research (2) 
Focus Group 2:  
• Preference: polytomous 
• No vagueness reported 
• No mention of lengthy rating processes 
• Intuitive, flexible 
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What can we conclude from all 
this? 
Two rating scales, unlike in reliability  
 After first pilot, polytomous scale:  
  considered too abstract  
  less reliable than dichotomous  
 ‘vagueness in task 
specification inevitably 
leads to vagueness in 
measurement’ 
(Bachman 2002: 458) 
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What can we conclude from all 
this? 
Novice raters reported benefits of 
Using more tangible terminology 
Assisting in rating scale refinement 
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What can we conclude from all 
this? 
Dichotomous scale 
– Statistical robustness 
– Limitations regarding authenticity & 
validity 
 
Polytomous scale 
– After revising: improved usability & 
representativeness 
– Preferred for assessing speaking 
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Future challenges  
 Quantitative analysis of speaking scale 
 
 Refine writing scale 
 
 The role of the rater 
 
 Rating scales and validity reduction 
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